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By design or otherwise, it seems to me conceptually appropriate that the

ED126596

three napers that constitute this symposium have been hrought together at one
time. They fit neatly into the model of organizational or system analysis
that has bheen proposed by Leavitt (1965). This model suggests a comprehensive
analysis of a human system needs to focus on the interaction among the structural,
technolorical, and human factors associated with that svstem as they affect and
are affacted by the task or goal. Packard's paper deals with structural factors:
Tisner's with elements of technology: and this one, to use McGregor's (19RN) ternm,
. vith "the human side of the enterprise.” Fopefully, and it will be no easy task,
from YWis vantage point as critiquer, Yoleman will be able to lend some holistic
sense to it all.

Tt szems unnecessary, at this point, to present detailad documentation of
tho mannar in vhich th:o character of supervisor-teacher interaction, the charac-
ter of supervisorv bohavioral stvleas, and the quality of supervisor-teacher
interpcrsonal relationships is ralated to tha satisfaction and productivity that
teachers find in their sup~rvision. ™is has been reported in some depth in
1 previous publication (Rlumberg, 1¢73). Suffice it to say that, in a very
pervasivz mannar, the results of research on supervisory hehavioral styles in
the schools support the notion that th:e more ooen, collaborative and non-defensive
is the intorporsonal climate created bty the supervisor tlie rore teachers are
satisfiad with their supervision and f2~1 that it is productive for them. This
is hardly » surprising finding. %"hat is surprising and disturbing is to discover

. the extremely low incidence with vhich such climates se=m to occur. For example,
- 4n the only study of tts kind of which T am avar2 (Blumberg and Cusick, 1070),
fiftv scnarate supervisor-teacher tape-rocorded confercnces ware analvzed.

Th~ tot~l confcorence time involved was over eleven hours. The results indicated
that sunarvisors spent only % per cent of their tolking tim> (1.2 minutes

out of five hours) askine teachers about how they would go about solving a
classroom vroblem. Furth:r, teach:rs spent only .76 per cent of their talking
time (2.2 minutcs out of 6 hours) nsking tha supcrvisor any %ind of question

at all’ Clearly, ont canrot pencrnliza these results to all supervisory

situatione, ‘“leverthealess, they continuc to be confirmed in mv own experience

lPrepnrcd for presontation at the 1976 Convention of tha American Educa-
tional ":zsearch Associatior, Sam Francisco, California.
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through casual and som2times unohtrusive observation. Further, and on a more
irmpressionistic level, if one listens to these tapes onc is forced to raise d
the quostion vhether or not what currentlv transpires in many, perhaps most,
cases in the name of supervision is not largely ritualistic, deals with a great
dz2l of trivia, and may b2 considered, at »“ast, non-harmful. T£, for example,
you think that the tim2 is past vhen a principal's concern  with what a teacher
14 in a classroom was confined to whethar or not the shades are dravm =zvenly
you are mistaken. Just such a case wae reported to me recentlv.

My purpose hare, howaver, is not to criticize or ridicule. Pather,
it i= to share with you a developing notion I have about reconceotualizing
the function of supurvision and the role of supervisors in a way T th}nk fits
the neads of teachers, supervisors, and schools -~ aven if these needs are

pre~ ntly unrazcognized. T"hat T have in mind is to conceive of the function of

suparvision as interpersonal intervention and the role of thz supervisor as

that of interpersonal intervontionist: as a person whose job reqiires that

he/she intrude in narticular ways into a teacher's personal and technical

system to achieve certain ends nr proeducts. The product most typically
associited with supervisior in the schools is an improved quality of instruction
in classrcoms. I add two additional products to be sought: the parsonal and
professional growth of teachers and the porsonal and professional growth of
supervisors. Few people in education or the comnunigy at large, I suspect,
would argue with the first, improving the quality of instructinn, as the essence
of supervision. By the same token, T hunch that many would disagree with my
nositinn on the other two products, the rutual growtk of supervisor and teacher,
as critical to the effectivz implementation of help to the teacher. Momethe
less, it seers clear tn ne that 1f the function of supcrvicion as it is presently
conceived in the schools 13 to grow bevond what appears to be a relativelv

devaluyad function by great numbers of teachers to one that is held in high

co
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~stcem, it must ultimat~ly include 2 concern with the potantial mutual growth
aspect of the relationship.q

T am well awarzs that tha norrative structure of =chonls and teachers does
not supnort in anv strong way the position I talke, though there is some ovidence
nf concern by individunl teachirs. For example, Gwynn (10f0,  p.  7f) rennrts a
continuing study of the wavs in which bnth nre-scrvice and in-service tenchers
thought supervisors could be of help t~ therm, Of th: twentv-four “ways in which
a suparvisor can help’ ', onc of then was categorized "with my problems- professional,
cormunity, sncial.” It was ranked fifth and received, curinusly, more support
fron exneriencad tzachers than from nre-servica or first y2ar teachers. Though
Guynn's rasults may be somowhat out-of-date, it is rossible that tcachers sense
and nead somcthing of which the svsten is unavare. For exarmnle, T freaquently
ask my studants vhen was the last tire their suvervisor (or principal) enpaeed
ther in a Aiscussion nf their persmnal nr coreer gerals with the nbhject of being
helnful t~ ther. It is only the rare cose vhere, in a class of thirty-five or
80, more than one ~r tws hands are raized affirrativelyv. 1 presure it would
ba the height of fs1lly to ask supcrvisors the cnmpanion question: “When was the
last tirc yru s~ught help fron t.achers concerning protlems you might have with
your ovm persenal and professional develonrent?

As I intzarprat the currant concerns with compatency baszd supervision
(Harris and ¥ing, 1°74) and clinical suncrvision, naither ~f them approach the
protlen ~f supcrvision in th: schocls from the perspective that I am suggesting.
Ry and large, bnth nf these arprnaches appear to givz nost emphasis to the

curricular; mothodrlogical nr tachnnlogical aspects ~f teaching. There appears,

ZVy c~lleague, Professor William Greenfield, nffered the frllowing
cornent here ~n reading a draft ~f this manuscript. Bis view is rore
skeprtical than mina, thus, perhaps worthwhile to hear in mind. "'Perhaps
the superviecory syster nught to be scrapped altogzther. What I see nobody
doing is exarining the banic system assumptinns upon which the historical
functinn ~f supaervieion rosts; nornly, that teachers ara nnt canable,
responsible persons concarnazd vith thnir own personal and on-the-joh
compztenca, t sacns that the intrusion ~f suncrvisors only adds 2 an
already r.:11l-cstablished 'dependence rentality' among teachers.”

- 4
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in both of them, to he little enncern with the natur? and quality of the human
relatinpshin that exists between supervisor and teacher. For example, the
isrris and ¥ine project referrad tn ahnve proposrs thrae major comnatency “domains™
th~t ar- ceatral to supervision: problar-snlvirg. human relationsg, and joh-task,
"ithin thesa d~mains thora have boen spacified elaven basic competencies, and of
this numhar ~nly one nay he nranarlv cnteenrized as focussing an the intev¢narsonal
syst-m ~f th~ supervissr and teacher. Further, there ave saventv-five separate
functirns cennectazd vrith tha domains ~ut ~f vhich three appear te bear on
supervisor-teachar intaracticn and relationships.

I have nn cnrnarahle data tn ranart ralative to clinical surarvisien, 1 do,
Wrwaver, hava anacdntal raencrts from students of mine who are iavolved in student

teaching suporvision with a '

‘rlintica) model. Tha gist ~f thesa anccdotes 1s
that the sunorvisers, at least, foel constrained by the structure ~f the model
~nd feel it is a mechanicnl, rather ritualistic, “acine thrauph the paces”
*xperiznce.  As one studant supervisor reported, "I am made to feel that I am
d2aling «ith things and tochniques, not neoanla,” Thora is no questicrn, of course,
that thz learning and testing of Aiff-ront teaching methodelogiss and techniques
iz imprrtant. The question at ront, in my judesment, concerns the natura nf thz

cl

]
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ti~nsYiips and subszquent transactione that occur ketween surarvisor and

"

nachzr as the mathodelogics and techniquee are learned. Tut into rescarch A2gipn
terms, th~ {ssuz involvss the charactoer »f the rroc~as variablas that mediates
sunorvianr-teacher interactinn,

Tn additinon, hut nnt at all nn afterthought, the quostiﬂn alan invnlves the .
rutgtancz of the supervisory transactinn that gnes beyond issues nf methndolagy

or classro~m contrnl, frr example. 7o pursuz this nnint furthoer, it is

—_dnstructive- ta-learn-aboutesttteng At ia Aannthar helning nr~fassion trvard

th> natur: and substanc: »f the sunarviscry relationshin., In Coning Tith Monflict

(fyellor and Vell, 1977), a krnal ah~nt the supervisinon of naychotheoranists and
ceunsslors, ~no finds sorme ideas whic: are germann at this nadnt, If Anly t~ hold
un an irag~ of what might R~ ralsvont t~ surerviedon in th~ achonls. The
f-ll~wing quntationa, all frer *fuellar and Yoll) convev the flaver ~f the ar-

3
cunent.

3! hav- tal'on the liberty ~f subatitutine, in the naranthesng, mrre 2ducationally
relovent terms than the ~negq that were used originallv by Myaller and K:ll., Tha
~ripinnl roads ‘clieonts’ instead of (students), ‘theranist” inatead ~f (teacher), and

tharans-utric" inatead nf (arn4 traching),

S
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(Studente) have: 1 vy of gquirming out ~f casebnnks, As
th2v ceme 1live, ... (students) mav shed their inhibitions
causing ... (the teacher) anxious m~ments (p. 3).

Lenarning what is (ghod teaching) is an insufficient gnal
~f supervisicn unlass brth narties recngnize that 2 major
nart of what is (grod teaching) is the way in wvhich the
(teacher) uses hirmself (n. 5).

€n long as the sunerviscor and (teacher) f~cus their
attention solely con the (students') behavinr and assure
that managing that source of anxiety (i.e., the (teachers')
is 2 sufficient gn1l »f supervisinn, the nrncess »f supar-
visi-n will remain didactic at best (p. %),

If the sunervisory relationship is to develop alnng

th> lines we propnse ... than that relationshin must

bo f£munded in trust, openness, woarnth, and heonest cnl-~
laboration. The esscence of supervisory ralationships

is no differant from that of any significant human
relationship and unless that cormnn essence (i.2., trust,
npunness, warnth, and honast collaboratinn), exists the
sun2rvisory ralaticnshin will net ha actuated (ne. 7-83).

[4a)

These ar2 "heavy statements, tn use A cnunter-culture term that connotes

an ide~ nf major significance. They imnly a concept of supervision and super-

vis~r-teachor relationships which, if transferred intn the context ~f public

educatinn, gnes far beyond what is currently the cxnericnce and training of

most

surervisors. The supgestinns implicit in thon fAr a mare fulfilling and

productive functinn of supervision in the schorls iray be rastated in the following

vy

O
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1. An annrnpriate focus »~f at least snme part ~f tho aupervisrnr-teacher
transaction should ke e those elernents nf the classreom situation which
tend to induc anxiety int~ the teacher and the wavs in which tha teacher
d:1ls with that anxioty. This is not to suggast that 211 teachers are
anxicus. It is, however, to rakce the =nint that there ara conditions

in every classro~m that produce ‘tencher anxizty, that sometimzs it ig
overwheloine thus immrhilizing, and that an extremely irmdnrtant fumction
nf supervisinn is to h:lp the teacher understand its soarce and wnrl with
it == and tha supervisnr’s 2s w211, That is, one can take the nesition
that rnuch as the classr~~m mnay nroduce anxiety in the teacher s~ may the

supcrvias~ry situation produce it for tha suporvis~rr., Tf this statement seems

: €
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sut=-nf~context, let me suggest that the reader, in retrrsgnzct, exarine his
ovm eroticnality during the last time he tried to deal with the anxiety of
ancther person.

2. Sn 1long as the thrust of sunervision is on curricular and nethodolngical
mattcrs to the neglect of behavioral matters - those of the teachers in

tha classrrom and ~f the teachers and supervisors in their intcraction with
eich nther - the nutcomes of supervisicrn will fall short of its potential.
Matanherically, knowing the words is not a sufficient condition for singing
a song. Mne must als~ know and b~ able to sing the rusic, and want to sing!
3. 7T~ the extent that the focus of suvervision remains solzly ~n the
Lellavicr of students as tha source of the toachar's oroblems, the supervisor's
role will be that of a didactie teacher., The suggasticn is thal as long as
problons ~f teaching exclude tha teacher as a1 nerson tha hetter are the
chances that supervisicn will b: a nrescrintive aracess with slight chance
frr grevth ~f either the teacher or the sunervisnr.

4. In ordor for supervisnr~tascher relatinnshing to be growth-producing
they need tn be szen as significant human relatinnshins, not natter-nf-fact
ritualistic ~nes as.appears s~ often to bha tha case. Indeed, the results of
a study conducted several vears ago {(Rlumbarg and Amidon, 1°4R), indicated
thnt the mre the supervisory reloatiecnship was characterized, behaviorally,
by tha comronents ~f a sunnortive interoersenal climate (Gibk, 19261), tho
more productive and important it was fronm the point ~f view »f the teacher.
5. At s~m2 tine in the supcrvisar-teacher ralationsghip, ~ttentinn needs to
b~ givon to the personal and profcssional grewth nroblems of the teacher,
if only tn test out whethaer thz teacher is experiencing any such nroblems.
TMat is nnt at issue here is that the sunervisar be a nsyche-therapist or
try to nlay psychn-theranist., What is at issue is the need, 25 I see it,
f~r the supervis~r to crnvay an authentic "reaching-sut’ to the teacher as

2 porson,
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THE SUPERVISNAR AS AN INTEPPERSOVAL IMTWPUFNTIONIST ~

If educaticnal surcrvision is tc move in the directions that have been
nropos:d above it is necessary to reennceptunlize the rnle of the supervisor,
Thn change is fram a rola that nay be doscribed primarily as an experienced cur-
ricular and methnd~logical techniciin v (1) comes baaring gifts and/or (2) knows
best how things should be done tn one where the prereauisite skills and understandings
are most clrsely asscciated with being 1ble to halp another with perscnal, inter-
rarasnal and group problems, In additinn, this role requires the supervisor tn be
a commatont pedagngical technician. Further, and underlving this éoncept, is the
nntion that the rrocess of learning in supervisish, for both teacher and supervisnr,
is an exr~riential nnt a didactic one.

The rationale for concciving of suparvision in this light has heen imnlicit in
th: ¢~mment? T hava made to this point. Explicitly, the raticnale is as follows:

1. At its rasts, teachine invnlves the crcation of learning
~pronrtunities in an environrent whose essential human dynarmics
are intervers~nnl and grour in nature.

2. Prnblems that teachere eomfront and which interfere with the
creation ~f laarnins n-o~reunities have their roots, gain, in

thoe human dvranics of the classronm setting, thoueh they nay

he eonceptualized by the tencher and sunervisor in nther terms-
curricular or rmethodolngical, for examrle. This positinn dnes

not deny the imnortance of the curricular ~r methndnlngical
competencies of the teacher, It does supgest, however, that they
are the figure and not the ground ~f the teaching-learning process.
Thus, whatever the technolegical nr pedasgngical skills of a teacher
ray be, they become 1ctuated in an envirenment which is either
subtlaly ar openly characterized by issuas ~f nower, metivation, ——
communicaticns, necer group relations, nnrms, and both intra-group
and intergroun conflict.

3. The primary task of the supervisor is to intervene and help
the teacher deal with these categories of human problems in the
classroori so that the teachers’ competencies may be most adequately
used.
The concepts of intervention and intervenor have received their most thorough
consideration from Argyris (1970). To intervene is to enter an onpoing system of
relationships, to come bctween or amon® persons, groups....for the purpose of

helping them....the systom exists indenandently of the intervenor (Arpgyris, 1970,

p. 15). The intervenor, thus, is scparate but reclared to the client system and

Q E;
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This view values the clicnt system (i.e., the teacher, for our purposes)
as an ongoing, self-rasponsible unity that has thz obligation to be in
control over its own destiny. An intervenor, in this view, assists a
system to become more effective in problem-solving, decision-making,

and dacision implementation in such a way that the system can continue
to be increasingly effective in these activitics and have a decreasing
nzed for the intervenor (Argyris, 1370, p. 16).

Flowing from this concept of the intervenor rol: are three primary tasks,

or processes. The first is the ceneration of valid information associated with

the problem. The second is to maintain the client’s system's discreteness and

autononty, thus the necessity for free, informed choicz, The third is concerned

with the development of the client's internal cormittment to the choices made, the

issuc being that 1if comnittment is low the chances of lasting learning and
change resulting from the intervention are minimal.

We nust nmove down the ladder of Argyris' abstraction to the role of a
supervisor as an interpersonal intervenor. It seens to rne that the practical
irplications, hidden bencath a paragraph or two, arc very large indeed. (They
have to do, ninimally, with the knowledge and skills, values and criteria for
successful supervisory work.) Within the confines of this paper it will be

possible only to sketch out tha broad outlines of the problem.

A FUNDAMENTAL PREMICE

First, it is clear that this concept of supervision as interpersonal inter-
vention implics a sort of world view on the part of a supervisor that I believe
not to be widely hcld., It holds that adults, when confronted with anprooriate
data about thenselves and the situation in which thcy are working in an atmos-~
phere that acknowladrcs and accepts their adultness, will make decisions for
thumsclves that are apnropriate for them. This is 2 widely accepted denocratic

othic. Rut leot us nove fron the fluffinoss of it to soma obvious behavioral and

Y



¢aotional questions. Can a supervisor “let 2 teacher make what scem to be

wrone decisions, and raspect and support th2 teacher for making them? If those
decisions do indeed turn out to be wrong, can the supervisor refrain fron taking
an "I told you so” stance? Can a supervisor “let” a teacher fail? Can a suner-
visor let hinself fail? 1In the face of rejection of the supervisor's help by

the teacher, can the supervisor still convey regard for the teacher as a person?
How does the supervisor handle his fcelings of bzing r:jected? With anger? With
acceptance? With empathic understanding of the tcachor?

One c2n go on and on. Ultinmately, however, the answers to these and sinilar
questions need to be provided, not by 2 paper aand pencil test, but by the super-
visor through behavior. TIFrom what I have observced of the behavior of supcrvdsors,
nost of them would have a great dz2al of difficulty answering then, behaviorally,
in 2 growth-producing way. They would find difficulty “letting  a teacher make
the "wrong" decision, 'latting’ a teacher or thensclves fail, not reacting to
rejection with anger and concurrent desires to punish, for example. And they
would have these difficulties not bacause they are bad or stupid people, Rather,
the difficultics would aris: becausz most of us have becan trained, unwittingly,

I suspect, to deal differently with the people for whom we are responsible. That
is, our training l:ads us to understand and accept the premise that organizations
are built around the iden that ‘father (or mother) knows best.” And the
institutions in which we work tend to support what micht be called this
‘benevolent parent-guilty child” stance. If the Aifficulties are to be overcome,
it means that we pust deal with the problem of both individual and orpanizational

change.

TJE GENZRATION OF VALID INFORMATIOJ

The nature of the information that the supcrvisor-intervenor gathers in the
course of working with a teacher is a nmatter of daoep significance, much more so
than meets the casual eye, At issue is the postulate (Tichy, 1975) that the
information that an intcrvenor focusses on in his work is reflective of the
assurption he makes about his role and the diagnoustic position hc takes about the
naturez of systen problems. What information the supcrvisor focusses on, then,

is projactive of how thnt supervisor sces his rolc and function., Further, the

10 '
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manner in which the data is collected, collaborativelv witx the teacher or non-
collatoratively, is reflective of the manner in which the sunervisor conceives of
role relations with the teacher. Thus, if the data collected by the sunarvisor
is concerncd only with curricular methodology and is collected vithout any suea-
gestions from the teacher one might infer that (1) the supervisor sees problens
of tcachirg almost 2uclusively in terms of mathod, and (?) ths sunarvisor seas
“is vnl2 vis-a-vis the teacher as a teach-r, or, verhips, as a honevolant-
raternalistic nroblen-solver.

"o information~-gathering stancc of the suvervisor as interpersonal intor-
vanor iz, first of all, collakorative with th- toacher. This stance conveys an
~palitarian viaw of tho sup-rvisor-teacher relationsuip - ont cf two nrofessionals-
analyzing and working on problema togathor., Tha nature of the data to he collacted
ranges over a wide varisty of nossibilities. Som» of thase possibilities are:
t2achire nathod, the bohavioral style nf the teacher, the bohavior of the students
rolatod to the teachor’s hahavior stvla, the wavs in which the tecacher daals with
cornflict in the claessroom, th: ways in which thq toachr denls with his owmn anp~ar
or warmtb, the natura of the rolationchip batwaon the sumervisor and the teacheor,
th» ways in whic: sunervinors an’ teachers deal with thoir anrer, warmth and
dapondancy towards ~ach other.

The focus of the data collection efforts of th~ supervisor as intermersonal
int ‘rv- n~r, then, is nn the wholeness of the supervisor-teacher micro-system and

not merely on sone disconnected parts of it.

TR A TIRADYEN ANNICR

Th2 underlying princinlae at vnark relative to the sunervisor-intervonor's efforts
to create a situation of frex and informod choice on thn part of the tzacher is to
maintain the separaten2ss and qutonony of the teachor 13 a client-syatem., Because
1 conditinan of free choice imrline that tha cliont nalkea thrnse Aecisinnsg which are
velrvant tn him, 'Free cnoice rakng it n~seitle for the clients to romain responsi-
bla for thodr dostiny” {(*reyris, 1077, p, 1A). Ther: is annthnr consequence of free
cheico which har already becn alluded to. It 1s that as thae suncervisor works to

create this condition with a teacher -thi: imnlicit sus~ogtion is th-t the teacher is

11
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an adult, not a ch*lld.4 This is not merely a nlatitude. The consequences of an
adult-adult relationship are much different than those that may be characterized
as pareont-child as aven pacple familiar with the nopularized versisns of
Transactional Analysis (Barne, 19€4) know. 'fost importantly for our nurposes,
the chances of mutual growth for supervisor and teacher are greatly enhanced in

the former and only dimly possible in the latter.

INTERNAL CO'MITTMENT

The task of dzveloping the internal committment of the teacher to a course of
action in the process of supervision is simole on its face, highly complex in
action. Again, *rgvris (1979, p. 27) spells it out succinctly. W%hen one bacomes
internally cormitted to a course of action, thus owning it and feeling resmonsible
for it, "...the individual has reached the nnint where he is acting on the choice
because it fulfills his »m needs and scnse of responsibility, as well as these
nf the systenm."

There are bnth practical and philosnphical consequences to the sunervisor-
intervenor’s concern with working nn the development of internal cormmittment on
the part of the teacher. Practically, wvithout such cormittment bnth the interaction
betwaen supervisor and teacher and any "nroblem—snlving' that comes of it takes
on a gana-like quality. The game is not necessarily of the win-lnse variety but it
may be one that is implicitly designed to end in a tie with neither sidg h§ving
made any permanent encroachment nn the tarritory of the nther. For the SufefviSOr
this may mean creating the illusion (perhaps self-deceiving) of be%ng interesgeﬂ .
in the teacher's problems and ~»f his own invnlverment in the supervisory procass.
For the teacher, als» engaged in creating illusions, it may mean trying to convey
to the suparviscr that their work together has been hz2lpful and contains potential
for long tern prowth. The results of this pame, if successfully piayed by both
partics, is that each maintains what “e sees to be his integritv and nn one lnges -

excent, pnssibly, the youngsters in the clas .ronm.

41 take another cua from Prafessor Greenfiald. The prncass of daveloning free
chrice can he concentualized as intervening in the socializatinn chain nf bkoth
suncrvisor and teacher. This is 3~ because mnst of the previnus, long=-term
learninge exneriences nf prospective sunervisors and teachers (as is the case with
mst of us) is ~f the "parent-child" variety when it cromes te thinking ahout
superior-subordinate relatirnships,
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Under conditions of internal cormittment - the teacher to problem solutions
and the supervisor-intervenor to the process of helping - it no longer becomes
necessary to play the game. Thinps are simpiy more honest or they have the potential
to be that way.

Philosophically, the development of a condition of internal committment
reinforces the adultness of the relationship with 1;3 consequent potential for
mutual growth. Included in this idea 1§ the "all-rightness' of either the teacher

or the supervisor to be openly non-committed to the extent that each can admit.

feelings of non-productiveness about the situation. This might lead to an open

decision either to sever the relationship or seek other avenues by which to pursue it

In my mind, and by way of summary, the role concept of the supervisor as
interpersonal intervenor is a nodel for adult learning. It focusses not only on
the problems of classroom teaching and learning but on the ingredients of the
supervisor-teacher relationship that contribute to or detract from the mutual and
personal learning of each party in that relationship. It is collaborative and it
is also based on the notion (Steele, 1975) that the "facts are friendly". This
means not only facts related to the classroom and what goes on it it, but also
those facts related to the supervisor-teacher micro-system and what goes on in it.
Rglative to the latter T take it to be imnortant for the supervisor and teacher to
learn to engage in reciprocal feedback and self-disclosure. The teacher needs to
be able to disclose feelings of insecurity, for example, as well as tell the super-
visor what it is about his behavior that is helpful or unhelpful. And the same holds
for the supervisor, Further, the supervisor as interpersonal intervenor concept
implies, critically, voluntarism. Intervenors need to be free to choose their
clients and clients need to be free to choose their helpers. It makes no more
sense to think that any supervisor can help every teacher than it does to think
that any teacher can help every student. (This point of view only makes sense if
good teaching is seen as a matter of learning to use appropriate methods, and
the supervisor has knowledge of these methods while the teacher does not.)

Is there a place within this role concept of supervision that I have proposed
for the evaluation function that many supervisors now enact? The answer, I think,
is "Nn'' at least as far as the manner in which this function is presently
conceived. It seems rather hypocritical and dishonest for a supervisor to engage

a teacher in collaborative work and interpersonal effort and then to "fail" that
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teacher 1f these efforts don't pan out productively. After all, it could be that

the supervisor failed and not the teacher. Vhat is required is some sort of evalu-
ative arrangement between supervisor and teacher whereby each knows what both success
and failure mean - and what are the consequences of each, collaboratively agreed

to. The implication of this is that the function of hierarchical, unilateral
evaluat{on of teacher by supervisor will cease to be. Ifithis state of affairs

ever came to be my hunch is that there would be no more imcompetent teachers in the
schools than there are now when evaluation of teachers is done by supervisors who
"know a good teacher when they see one."

Having taken the position I have - of advocating a reconceptualization of the
supervisor's role from that of the methodological and curriculum specialist to that
of an interpersonal intervenor - T must say that I am not optimistic that many
individuals or systems will embrace the concept. There are rtoo many forces working
in a different direction and perhaps this is just as well. For what I am proposigg
is, I think, softly radical. It implies a different way of thinking about school
..system relationships, about what is valued in a system's bureaucracy, about why
schools exist, about the ways adults mighi interact with each other, and about the
training and certifying of supervisors. In the fashion of systems analysis, then,
‘because changes in one part of the system affect other parts, a reconceptualization
of the supervisory role will probably have minimal effect unless interacting role
relationships, value systems, and budgeting priorities are also reconceptualized.
Perhaps, thouch, bccause the supervisory group in school systems is typically

small it provides a manageably~sized group with which to start.

14
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